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REMARKS 

Claims 1-23 arc pending prior to amending this application. 

The Examiner objects to claims 1, 3-5, 9, 1 1-15, and 17-23 for an informality. 

The Examiner rejects claims 1-3, 7-11, 14-16, 18. 19 , 21, and 22 under 35 USC 
§ 102(e) as anticipated by Glitho (US Patent No. 6,614,784). 

The Examiner rejects claims 4 and 12 under 35 USC §103(a) as unpatentable over 
Glitho in view of Blumhardt (US Patent No. 5,535,263). 

The Examiner rejects claims 5-6 under 35 USC §103(a) as unpatentable over Glitho 
in view of ITU-T series H: Audiovisual and Mulitmedia Systems. H.225. 

The Examiner rejects claims 1 3, 17, 20. and 23 under 35 USC §103(a) as 
unpatentable over Glitho in view of Blumhardt in further viev. of in view of ITU-T series H: 
Audiovisual and Mulitmedia Systems, H.225. 

Applicant amends claims 1, 4, 7, 8, 14, 18, and 21. 

Claims 1 -23 remain after amending the application. Applicant adds no new matter 
and requests reconsideration. 

Claim Objections 

The Examiner objects to claims 1. 3-5. 9, 11-15, and 17-23 for an informality, 
specifically that these claims recite one or more "standards", such as H.450, H.323. and GR- 
1 129-CORE standards, but fail to also recite the version number and date corresponding to 
that standard. Applicant respectftdly directs the Examiner to portions of the specification as 
originally-filed to clearly show that the breath of the claimed "standards" is not limited to a 
single version, or date, as the Examiner suggests. See, e.g.. page 1, line 30 to page 2. Ime 1 . 
Applicant therefore requests the Examiner's objections to claims 1, 3-5, 9. 1 1-15, and 17-23 
be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 and § 103 

The Exammer rejects claims 1-3, 7-11, 14-16, 18. 19 , 21, and 22 under 35 USC 
§102(e) as anticipated by Glitho. The Examiner rejects claims 4 and 12 under 35 USC 
§l03(a) as unpatentable over Glitho in view of Blumhardt. The Examiner rejects claims 5-6 
under 35 USC §l03(a) as unpatentable over Glitho in view of ITU-T series Ht Audiovisual 
and Mulitmedia Systems. H.225. The Examiner rejects claims 13, 17. 20, and 23 under 35 
use §103(a) as unpatentable over Glitho in view of Blumhardt in further view of in view of 

Docket NO. 2705-134 Page 9 of 12 Application No. 09/753.360 



PAGE 12/15 ' RCVD AT 2/2712008 5:37:22 PM pstem Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/27 * DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:5D32744622 * DURATION (inm-ss):05-06 



FEB-27-2006 HON 02:42 PM HARGER JOHNSON FAX NO. 5032744622 



ITU-T series H: Audiovisual and Mulitmedia Systems. H.225. Applicant respectfully 
traverses the Examiner's rejections. 

Applicant discloses a gatekeeper operated or configured as a supplemental service 
provider (SSP) thai exchanges supplemental services messaging with an intelligent peripheral 
during a voice frame network connection. See Specification, page 11. lines 18-20 among 
other places. Applicant amends claim 1 to clarify that the supplemental services messaging 
includes exchanges of non-call associated signaling. Claim I recites the supplemental 
services messagmg exchanges non-call associated signaling including a password or a 
personal identification number between the gateway and the intelligent peripheral. Claims 8 
and 21 recite similar limitations. 

According to the Examiner, Glitho's Gateway 106B and Intelligent Terminal 412-B 
disclose the recited gateway and intelligem peripheral, respectively. The Examiner alleges 
Glitho's call re-routing request 722 and call-re-routing answer 728 disclose the recited 
supplemental services messaging. The call re-routing request 722 and call-re-routing answer 
728 however, are signals employed by Gateway 1 06B and Intelligent Terminal 412-8 in re- 
routing a call to Intelligent Terminal 412-C. See, Glitho, col. 10, lines 3-12. Since the call 
re-routing request 722 and call re-routing answer 728 are directly associated with the call 
they are setting-up. Glitho does not teach or suggest the recited non-call associated signaling, 
much less exchanging the recited pa«W or personal identification number between 
Gateway 106B and Intelligent Terminal 412-B. Glitho therefore does not anticipate claims 1, 
8, and 20 or their corresponding dependent claims. 

Applicant forther amends claim 7. which depends &om claim 1. to clarify that a 
service control point provides the non-call associated signaling to the gatekeeper in response 
to a query from the gatekeeper. The Examiner alleges Glitho's SCP service node 408 
discloses the recited service control point. There is no disclosure within Glitho, however, of 
the SCP service node 408 including non-call associated signaling, much less providing it to 
Glitho's Gatekeeper 1 06B. Glitho therefore does not anticipate claim 7. 

Claim 14 recites first convey ing requests firom the gatekeeper to the IVR over (he 
voice fi-ame network in accordance with a defined protocol, where the IVR transmits 
previously recorded audio data over the voice frame network responsive to at least one of the 
requests. Claim 18 recites a similar limitation. 

AcconJing to the Examiner. GUtho's Gateway 106B and Intelligent Terminal 412.B 
disclose the recited gateway and IVR, respectively. The Examiner alleges Glitho's setup 
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message 702 discloses the recited requests. The setup message 702, however, initiates the 
process of establishing a connection with between Intelligent Terminals 412-A and 412-B. 
mere is no disclosure in GUtho of the Intelligem Terminal 412-B containing previously 
recorded audio data, much less transmitting that audio data over Glitho's H.323 network 1 02 
responsive to the setup message 702. Since Glitho does not teach or suggest the recited 
transmitting previously recorded audio data, much less in response to the recited request, 
Glitho does not anticipate claims 14 and 18, or their corresponding dependent clmms. 

Claim 17 recites a gatekeeper selectively inserts one or more messages to the IVR ... 
,uch selective imertior, includes selective insertion of one or more send-to-resource (STR) 
messages in accordance ^ith the GR-l m-CORE standard. Claims 20 and 23 recite similar 
limitations. Claim 12 similarly recites selective insertion of one or more messages to the 
interactive voice response unit including ... selective insertion of one or more send-to- 
resource (STR) messages in accordance yvitk the GR-im-CORE standard. Claim 4 recites 
similar limitations. 

Applicant agrees with the Examiner that Glitho does not disclose the above-recxted 
limitations. Final Office Action, page 7 and 14. According to the Examiner, Blumhardt's 
intelligent peripheral (IP) 20 discloses the recited IVR. The Examiner aUeges Blumhardt s 
SendtoRcsoiirce message 26 discloses the recited send-to^resouice (STR) messages. 
Blumhardt however teaches sending the SendtoResource message 26 over a conventional 
Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN), not under the International H.450 standard protocol as 

the claims require. . 

The Examiner alleges it would have been obvious to one of skill in the art to include 
the SendtoResource message 26 as taught by Blumhardt within the messages 702 sent to 
Glitho's Intelligent Terminal 412A. There is no disclosure or suggestion in either reference, 
however, for including a proprietary protocol-based message (the SendtoResource message 
26) v«tWn Glitho's in transmissions over H.323 network 102. much less under the 
International H.450 standard protocol. Blumhardt further provides no motivation for Ghtho 
to provide the SendtoResource message 26 to its Intelligent Terminal 412B. when Blumhardt 
does not teach or suggest providing the SendtoResource message 26 to it's own inteUigent 
peripheral (IP) 20. THe combination of Glitho and Blumhardt therefore does not anticipate 
claims 4. 12, 17. 20, or 23. 



Docket No. 2705-134 



Page 11 of 12 Application No. 09/753,360 



PAGE 14/15 ' RCVD AT 2Q7/2006 5:37:22 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0{F)(RF-6I27 » DNIS:^ 



FEB-27-2006 HON 02:42 PM MARGER JOHNSON 



FAX NO. 5032744622 



P. 



CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of all claims remaining after 
amending the applicaUon is solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the 
undersigned at (503) 222-361 3 if it appears that an interview would be helpful in advancing 
the case. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Jeffirey J. Richmond 
teg. No. 57.564 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 
210 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400 
Portland. OR 97204 
(503) 222-3613 
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